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ndat via bush Know?

Bush and Dan Rather demonstrates

that the Iran-contra affair is not over
—and that Bush’s candidacy will continue
to be haunted by the lingering questions
over his role in the Reagan administra-
tion’s biggest foreign-policy debacle. Bush
has attempted to walk an extremely deli-
cate line on the scandal, suggesting that he
voiced his reservations about the wisdom of
the [ranian overture while remaining loyal
to Ronald Reagan's broader purposes. At
the same time, he has also said he was “out
of the loop” in the sensegthat he had no
direct responsibility for tige arms sales to
Iran, the secret operation to resupply the
contrasorthediversion offundsthat linked
the two together. In effect, the public must
choose between two equally unflattering
self-portraits by a man who would be presi-
dent: either Bush knew a lot about the Iran
affair and will not admit it, or he allowed
himselfto be duped by schemers like Oliver
North and John Poindexter.

There isnoquestion that Bush, as a rank-
ing member of the Reagan administra-
tion's innermost policy councils, was re-
peatedly briefed during 1985 and 1986 on
the secret negotiations with Iran. Bush
does not deny that—but his repeated asser-
tions that he knew nothing of the broader
implications of the affair have undermined
his credibility, at least among those who
have followed the scandal closely. Because
two of his closest aides seem to have known
a good deal about the contra-resupply
flights, it seems less than plausible that the
vice president was as ignorant as he claims.
Bush says he understood the hidden dimen-
sions of the Iran-contra initiative only in
December 1986, when he was briefed by

~ Sen. David Durenberger, then chairman of
the Senate Intelligence Committee. The
Durenberger briefing took place on Dec. 20,
nearly amonth after Attorney General Ed-
win Meese I1I disclosed the contra-funding
diversion and the Justice Department be-
gan a criminal investigation of the Iran
affair. [sit plausible that the vice president
remained uninformed after Reagan him-

“ self had ordered an investigation?

The evidence of Bush’s awareness of the

Iran adventure goes back much further in
. time, to 1985. White House logs show he
was present at a meeting on Aug. 6, for
example, when former national-security
adviser Robert McFarlane outlined the es-
sence of an arms-for-hostages deal with
Iran. He was present again on Jan. 7, 1986,
when Secretary of State George Shultzand
former secretary of defense Caspar Wein-
berger argued against pursuing the Iran
connection. (Bush says, however, that he
may not have been in the room when Shultz
protested the plan directly, and Reagan
has confirmed Bush’s account of the meet-
. ing.) And on July 29, 1986, Bush was
t briefed by a leading Israeli counterterror-

l ast week’s flare-up between George

| ist expert, Amiram Nir, on the continuing

. contacts with the Iranian government
; Bush says he never understood that con-
! tacts with Iran were an attempt to ex-
i change weapons for hostages, and he says
' he still believes the administration was
* dealing with Iranian “moderates.” But an

aide’s record of the conversation with Nir
. shows that Nir bluntly described the Irani-
- an side as “the most radical elements."”

- Last week Bush said he “didn’t know what
i [Nir] was referring to when he was talking
. about radicals, nor did I ask.”
. _ The larger question is just what advice
~ Bush gave the president on the Iranian
' fiasco. Though he has repeatedly said
he will not disclose the specifics, Bush
has suggested that his objections were es-
! sentially pragmatic in nature—concerns
- about what would happen if the secret
. leaked and whether U S. credibility would
- be damaged. He has never said that he
. objected in principle to trading arms for
hostages or dealing with a terrorist regime.
Old comrades: The evidence of Bush’s in-
. volvement with the contra-supply caper is
+ murkier yet, but it likewise raises ques-
tions about the vice president’s credibility.
The main link is through Bush’s national-
- security aides, former CTA man Donald
- Gregg and Army Col. Samuel Watson. One
. of Gregg’s old comrades-in-arms, Félix Ro-
driguez. helped North_ run the contra-re-
' supply flights from El Salvador in early
_1986. When Rodriguez reported problems
" with the operation, North called on Gregg
and Watson to help keep Rodriguez in line,
and they didso. Yet Bush’s aides insist they
hadnoidea Rodriguez was working on con-
tra resupply, even though an April 30,
+ 1986, briefing memo reportedly dictated by
| Watson said Rodriguez wanted to discuss
j “resupply of the contras” with Bush. (Wat-
| son says he doesn’t know why a secretary
f put that down.) All three men say it is not
. until Aug. 8,1986, that Rodriguez told Wat-
| son and Gregg about North's operation.
| Although Gregg’s notes from the August
! meeting say “a swap of weapons for $ was
| arranged to get aid for the contras,” the
' three now insist they don't know what that
' line meant. And through it all, Bush says
. Gregg never told him anything.

Then there was the phone call on the day
the resupply operation broke down—Oct.
5, 1986, the day the Sandinistas shot down
the C-123 carrying Eugene Hasenfus over
southern Nicaragua. Rodriguez, Oliver
North’s man on the scene, called Watson

. with the bad news that one of North's
. planes was lost. Even so, Bush and other

administration spokesmen insisted that

' theU.S. government had not been involved
. with the Hasenfus plane, a cover story that

continued for months. Bush still contends
he had no knowledge of the contra-resup-
ply operation, and he cites a conclusion

. from the joint congressional investigating

committee’s report on the Iran-contra af-
fair as support for his contention. What he

Newsweek !24/

Time
U.S. News & Worid Report

Date _Zﬂ /if,

does not say, however, is that this conclu-

. sion is drawn from the minority report

signed by eight Republicans and that the

committee’s Democratic majority avoided

giving him any such clean bill.
NEWSWEEK asked the vice president for

' hisrecollections of the administration’s re-
| sponse to the downing of the C-123 and

Hasenfus's capture by the Sandinistas.
Here are excerpts from his written
answers:

NEWSWEEK: What did Colonel Watson and Mr.
Grogg de with the infermation they had from Mr.
Rodriguez as the Whits Hewss was preparing
its public statements fellewing the Oct. 5 plane
shostdown?

BUSH: I am told that Colonel Watson
canvassed appropriate officials in the U 3
government and was informed that the
missing airplane did not belong to the U 3
government, was notona U.S. government
.operation and that the missing persons in-
cluding Mr. Hasenfus) were not U.S. gov-
ernmentemployees. Basedon thedefinitive
statements from responsible officials. Colo-
nel Watson set aside the fragmentary intor-
mation Mr. Rodriguez had given him and
took the word of the U.S. officials that there
was no U.S. government connection.

Oid you or your staff alert Assistant Secretary of
State EMiett Abrams and sther officials before they
gave misieading testimeny ahout U.S. invoivement
in the centra operation to Congress?

No.

When did you first lsam of North's role in the
contra eperation?

What I know of Mr. North's role in :re
contra-resupply effort has come (-
the information made public during =
investigations.

In retréspect, de you wish Mr. Gregy had toid you
about it in Awgust 16867

Yes, particularly knowing
know now. . ..
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Ars you concerned that Mr. Grogg and Colenel
htmmmmmm..mmmm
on certain sensitive issues it is impertant ts give
your superior “‘deniabliity’?

Idonot believe members of my staff have
éver suggested that they acted in a way to
“give me deniability,” and they should not.

Ars thers times when administration officials
should misiead Congress about delicate national-
security operations?

The Congress has passed laws prescrib-
ing how the administration should inform
the Congress of sensitive national-security
matters. Certainly these laws should al-
ways be followed, and no administration

i should ever mislead Congress.

The question now is whether the rank-
7 and-file conservatives who dominate the
GOP primaries are concerned by the Iran
affair. If they're not. Bush may well have a
lock on the 1988 nomination. The Demo-
crats, of course, will be waiting in Novem-
ber—and that may mean he cannot escape
the questions about hjs role indefinitely.
ROBERT ParRryin Washington
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